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REMARKS 

Claims 1-12 and 14-21 are pending in the present Application. No changes have been 
made to the claims in this response. Reconsideration and allowance of the claims are 
respectfully requested in view of the following remarks. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

Claims 19-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over United States Publication No. 2003/0130403 
to Geprags, et al. (Geprags). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

To anticipate a claim, a reference must disclose each and every element of the claim. 
Lewmar Marine v. Varient Inc., 3 U.S.P.Q.2d 1766 (Fed. Cir. 1987). The pending claims require 
that the poly(arylene ether) be present in an amount greater than 1 5 weight percent based on the 
total weight of the composition. Geprags, in contrast, teaches the use of poly(arylene ether) as a 
compatibilizer for the coupling to the inorganic filler and the poly(arylene ether) is present in an 
amount up to 10% percent by weight (see [0055]). Geprags does not teach a poly(arylene ether) 
having aromatic ester end groups in the same amounts as the pending application and hence 
Geprags does not disclose each and every element of the claims. Geprags does not anticipate the 
pending claims. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1-12, 14, and 16-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as obvious over 
United States Patent No. 6,306,978 to Braat, et al. (Braat) in view of United States Publication 
No. 2003/0130403 to Geprags, et al. (Geprags). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Braat discloses a method of capping a poly(arylene ether). As part of Braat’ s disclosure 
he discusses including at least one polystyrene (see col. 6, lines 19-49). Braat also discloses at 
col. 7, lines 55 - 60 including capped poly(arylene ether) in a styrene polymerization process. 
Applicants respectfully point out that the pending claims are directed to a composition 
comprising a poly(arylene ether) having aromatic ester end groups and a component selected 
from the group consisting of impact modifier, reinforcing filler, flame retardant and 
combinations of two or more of the foregoing. An alkenyl aromatic resin, such as polystyrene, is 
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an optional component. Braat does not teach a capped poly(arylene ether) in combination with a 
impact modifier, reinforcing filler, flame retardant and combinations of two or more of the 
foregoing. 

If Geprags is being relied upon for the missing elements then the combination is 
problematic in that Geprags teaches using poly(arylene ether) as a compatibilizer for inorganic 
filler and as a result teaches its inclusion in a much smaller amount than is required by the 
pending claims. Braat does not supply the missing element of the claimed amounts as Braat only 
teaches amounts of poly(arylene ether) in relation to polystyrene and not in relation to a 
composition as described in claim 1 . As such the combination of Geprags and Braat does not 
teach or suggest a composition comprising a capped poly(arylene ether) and an impact modifier, 
reinforcing filler, flame retardant or a combination of two or more of these components where 
the poly(arylene ether) is present in an amount greater than 15 weight percent based on the total 
weight of the composition. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establishing that all elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior art; that the prior art 
relied upon, or knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the invention, must provide 
some suggestion or incentive that would have motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference 
or combined references; and that the proposed modification of the prior art must have had a 
reasonable expectation of success, determined from the vantage point of the skilled artisan at the 
time the invention was make. In re Fine , 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). The 
obviousness inquiry also requires consideration of common knowledge and common sense. KSR 
Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1742-43 (2007); DyStar Textilfarben GmbH & Co. 
Deutschland KG v. C.H. Patrick Co., 464 F.3d 1356, 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (“Our suggestion test 
is in actuality quite flexible and not only permits, but requires, consideration of common 
knowledge and common sense.”). Applicants respectfully assert that a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been made. The combination of the reference fail to teach all the elements 
of the pending claims as discussed above. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are 
respectfully requested. 
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It is believed that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection(s) and rejection(s) and allowance of the case are 
respectfully requested. 

If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge them to Deposit Account No. 50-1131. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
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